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laser ablation of her vulva and, as part of that course of treatment, to perform
postoperative examination, substantial change in circumstances occurred when
defendant discovered complication during postoperative examination that
required medical intervention, which in turn obligated him to obtain her informed
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tion; whether defendant physician’s failure to obtain informed consent may be
excused because exception applied, such as when patient has authorized physi-
cian to remedy complications that arise during course of medical treatment.


